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of the jail to which the plckers had been
taken,

3. That the Newark Legal Services Proj-
ect utllized funds granted to it by the Fed-
eral Government to provide bail for rioters
arrested in the course of the riot.

4. That circulars were distributed re-
questing negroes to preserve evidence of
police destruction, '

5, That the riot resulted from a “conspir-
gey” and that the Newark Legal Services
Project was guilty of “adding fuel to the
flames that were ignited by the conspira-
tors”, including “asking that complaints be
made against police officers”, This charge was
ascribed by the press to a representative of
the Newark Police Benevolent Association.

6. That personnel of an Anti-Poverty
Agency, including a Legal Services Agency,
advised and counselled participants In the
riot and encouraged such participants to en-
gage in violent activities.

It appears that on April 1, 1967, attorneys
attached to the Newark Legal Services Project
recelved a requiest to assist picketers who had
been arrested at the Clinton Hill Meat Market
where they had assembled to protest alleged
price gouging. Mr, Sidney Reitman, Esq., a
private attorney and General Counsel of the
United Community Corporation, was advised
of these circumstances and the release of the
Picketers in his custody was obtained late
the same day,

Apparently, the picketers determined
thereafter to continue peaceful picketing

. and advised counsel of the Newark Legal
Services Project of thelr intention to conduct
such picketing and of thelr apprehension
that-they might be arrested. They requested
that counsel be held on eall to assist them
in the event of such further arrests. Accord~
ingly, three attorneys of the Newark Legal
Services Project appeared in the vicinity of
the Clinton Hill Meat Market on Sunday,
April 2nd, to observe the situation. They did
not, however, participate in any other way,
either to advise the picketers or to parttei-
bate in thelr activities. No further arrests
were made by the police on that date.

A suit is now pending in the United States
District Court for the District of New Jersey
in the matter of Robert Curvin, et al,, against
Dominick Spina, individually, and as Police
Commissioner of the City of Newark, et al.,
Docket No. 396-677, to test the constitutional-
ity of the ordinance under which the picket-
ers were arrested, requiring persons ordered
to move on by the police to do so and su-
thorizing the arrest of those refusing to obey
suchh an order. The attorneys of record in
this case include attorneys on the staff of the
Newark ZLegal Services Project as well as
other attorneys. . -

Insofar as the Committee has been able
to obtain information concerning these in-~
cldents, there appears to be no basis for any
charge that Legal Services Personnel ad-
vised the picketers to initiate plcketing ac-
tlylties or alded or abetted them in any way
or participated in any picketing elther at
the Clinton Hill Meat Market or at the Po-
lice Station. This Committee is entirely satis~
fied that 1t was the obligation of the Newark
Legal Services Project to provide legal advice
for the picketers following their arrest and
to prosecute any litigation which may be re-
quired to test the validity of the ordinance
in question. Indeed, it is the objective of the
Economic Opportunity Act to provide legal
counsel for. the disadvantaged to assist in
any lawful way to eliminate price gouging or
other over-reaching tactics in the private or
public sector which might affect the rights
of the poor, .

The Committee is informed that no federal
funds and no private funds contributed to
the Newark Legal Services Project were used

or authorized to be used to provide bail for .

bersons arrested during the riots but that
private contributors, desirous of alleviating
hardship situations which resulted from the

oved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300110059-9
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

arrest of large numbers of participants in the
riots, established a speclal trust fund for that
purpose. The use of the fund was adminis-
tered by an assistant dean of Rutger’s Law
School under arrangements worked out with,
the court. For convenlence the specially con-
tributed funds were deposited in an NLSP
bank account for NLSP but were - -treated
separately from the~ProJeci§"_s -oWn funds, We
have been unable to u ver any evidence
substantiating the c. ge that funds origi-
nating from- the Federal Government were

It appears tpht literature requesting re-
ports of the destruction of property by the
police was ofrculated by the American Civil
Libertles Whion, Since this group is a private
agency, 146 activities are beyond the scope of
this invebtigation. There is no evidence that
such cifculars were put out by any QE.O.
cor Bay Sponsored Legal Service System.
Nevertljeless, no impropriety in the solicita-
tlon offthis information suggests itself to the
Committee,

5o fhr as the Committee has been able
to detdrmine, the first barticipation of any
represeRtative of a Legal Service System in
the Newark disorders occurred on July 12,
1867, when Mr, Oliver Lofton, Esq., Adminis-
trator of\the Newark Legal Services Project,
was inforyned of difficulties which were then
occurring\at the Fourth Precinct of the
Newark Pdlice Department. Mr. Lofton and
other reprefentatives of the United Comru-
nity CorpoMation thereupon went to the
Fourth Precifct and found approximately 150
beople milling outside, where some were pre-
venting the pylice from ‘transporting a Mr,
John Smith, Newark cab-driver, to the
Newark City Hyspital for treatment of in-
Juries sustaine during the course of his

ently was expressing ap-
Smith would never reach
of an allegation that he
had previously been Yeaten by the police and
might suffer subsequint injury. Mr. Lofton’s
participation in the inkident at this point was
limited to calming th apprehensions of ‘311
concerned and assuring the assemblage that
the Newark Legal Servi Project would make
all fourteen of its lawyexs available to repre-
sent the cab-driver to askure his proper legal
protection,

After the rioting ha commenced the
Newark Legal Services P oject began to re-
celve a flood of inquiries from the families of
people who had been afrested during the
disturbances, seeking assfstance in trying to
locate relatives or to provide legal representa-
tion for them. The entjre resources of the
Newark Legal Services olect and of the
Public Defender of the [State of New Jersey
and Mr. Howard H. stin, Director, Legal
Services of the Officefor Economic Oppor-
tunity, were thereaftfr marshalled to pro-
vide legal services forfthose persons who had
been arrested in th¢ course of the riots. All
of the O.E.O. Leggf Service Projects in the
northern half of tfe State, except one, voluri-
teered their comglete resources to the Newark
Legal Serviceg“Project and the Public De-
fender in aid”of their functions in this most
emergent situation. These services consisted
in appearances at arraignments, obtainment

The crowd app
prehenston that M
the hospital becaus

of ball reductions for prisoners, organization’

of a Release on Recognizance Program, ar-
rangements for interviewing persons under
arrest relative to thelir requirements and re-
lease ahd processing of complaints from citi-
zens In the riot area. Thése complaints began
to be recelved at the Administrative Offices
of the Legal Services Project in great volume
and dealt primarily ‘with reports of alleged
unprovoked violence against the persons and
broperty of negroes

It seems quite clear that in every instance
the personnel of the Legal Service Projects
sought to caution these excited Pbeople not to
resort to self-help, but rather to utilize the
assistance of the Legal Bervice Agency in

by police officers. e
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recording statements, so that Legal processes
could be utilized to help the complainants
and to vindicate any rights to which they
ought to be entitled.

There is, of course, no doubt that the
situation during the height of these dis-
turbances was extremely tense and that all

participants in-the incidents, on both sides,
were apprehensive and exicted. Without ex- -
bressing any.comment concerning the merits
of the compfa(ints which were made to the
Legal Service officers, the Committee is aware
that these complaints fell generally into four
categories:

1. Gross personal abuse.

2. Physical violence. '

3. Unprovoked and indiscriminate firing
of weapons at people and apartments.

4. Deliberate destruction of the business
property of negroes.

The Newark Legal Services Project has
adopted the officlal position that all of its
resources should be made available to peo-
ple complaining of such conduct so that all
citizens will receive protection from unlaw-
ful conduct, whether by law enforcement
bersonnel or others. We are advised that the
Newark Legal Services Project has referred
some of the complaints which it recelved to
the prosecuting authorities, has advised some
individuals that they may have civil causes
of action, joined in a proceeding in the
Federal Court seeking equitable rellef, and
assembled its data for &tudy by the Presi-
dent’s Commission and the Governor’s Com-
mission. The attorneys actually handling
these cases must determine as a matter of
professlonal judgment what remedies to pur-
sue, and It is not within the scope of this
Committee’s responsibility to make any
Judgment as to the particular remedies
selected. This Committee fully concurs, how-
ever, in the policy decision by the Newark
Legal Services Project that it has a duty to
seek effective remedies for complaints of this
nature where 1t properly is required to repre-’
sent clients seeking assistance. A project
committed to law and order could adopt no
other course.

We are informed that to the present date
the officers of the Newark Legal Services Proj-
ect have received, reviewed and analyzed 274
statements and affidavits dealing with such
charges. Even if all of them were without
merit, it was necessary that they be received
and processed. )

We have been unable to substantiate any
of the allegations of unlawful or inappro-
priate action by the Newark Legal Service
Project, including the charge that 1t so=
licited complaints against police officers, Al-
though some police officials may have be-
lieved that reception by NLSP of complaints
agalnst the police constituted advocacy that
such complaints be made, the circumstances
which our investigation revealed do not in
any sense justify the charges. It was the ob-
ligation of NLSP to receive and process these
complaints just as it was the duty of the
bolice to preserve law and order.

The records do disclose certain criticisms
of the Police and City officials by 0.E.O.
Agencies, and officials of Legal Service Proj-
ects, including the charge that some of these
officials did not fully recognize the impli-
cations of the events which triggered the dis-
turbances and do not fully understand ap-
propriate steps which must be undertaken to
prevent recurrences. The Committee is not
concerned with the merits of such criticism
but does appreciate that any agency en-
trusted with the responsibility of providing
legal services for the disadvantaged, must
concerh itself with ultimate issues as well as
with the mere technical problem of repre-
sentation of accused persons.

A telegram from Sargent Shriver, Director
of O.E.O., to all.Regional Directors, dated
July 20, 1967, states: “Lest there be any mis-
understanding about what O.E.O. policy has
been and continues to be, let me make it
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unmistakably clear once again, There will be
absolute insistence that every O.E.O. em-
ployee and employee of an O.E.O. grantee
scrupulously avold and resist participation
by O.E.O. funded resources in any activities
which threaten public order in any com-
munity. I shall insist upon immediate and
full penalties- for any individuals found
guilty of wrong behavior in this connection.
Furthermore, I shall insist upon the with-
holding of O.E.O. funds from any grantee or
delegate agency which is shown to be en-
couraging or tolerating such behavior.”

This Committee believes that the New Jer-
sey State Bar Association takes the same
position with regard to Legal Service Agencles
in which the organized Bar participates.

CONCLTSIONS :

1. We can find no credible evidence that
any Legal Service System, or any lawyer or
other employee of such a system, advised,
counselled, aided or abetted in the conduct
or instigation of the riots.

2. On the contrary, all of the evidence

* geems to establish beyond any reason for
doubt that these agencies and individuals
dld everything within their power to dis-
courage and avold violence and to convince
those who participated in the riots that their
best protection lay in reliance on legal proc-
ess.

3. This report is not intended to criticize
the activities of any law enhforcement agen-
cles, who obviousiy were confronted with a
major crisis, or to condone the conduct of
those who participated in the riot.

4. The legal profession, including the Pub-

lic Defender, the Director of Legal Services

of the O. E. O. for New Jersey, the Officers
and Staff of the Newark Legal Services Pro-
ject, and all of the other Legal Service Sys-
tems and private attorneys who volunteered
their assistance in the emergency, worked
tirelessly to provide legal services for all who

needed and qualified for help. This duty im- .

posed a tremendous burden upon the Bar
which was falthfully and creditably dis-
charged in the best tradition of the legal
profession.
Respectfully submitted.
COMMITTEE ON LAW AND POVERTY OF THE
NewW JERSEY BAR ASSOCIATION.
Atltest: !
EvanveL A, HoNig,
Chairman.

(Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey (at
the request of Mr. CONYERS) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
pointfin the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

[Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey’s re-
marks will appear hereafter in the Ap-
pendix.]

AQTI-BALLISTIC'—MISSILE SYSTEM

(Mr. COHELAN (at the request of Mr.
CoNYERS) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 18 of this year Secretary Mc-
Namara announced the decision of the
administration to deplcy a so-called light
antiballistic missile defense system. This
system is to be designed as proof against
a limited attack from Communist China

- but it will not be effective against an
attack from a major nuclear power like
the Soviet Union. :

This antimissile.defense system ini-
tially will cost, $5,000 million to $10,000
million to bulld and another several
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hundred million each year to operate and
maintain.

This missile defense will have the nec-
essary consequence of escalating the
nuclear arms race.

This decision has given rise to surpris-
jngly and frighteningly little public dis-
cussion. However, in this discussion some
very highly regarded and able authorities
have expressed their considered view that
deployment of this antimissile defense
is a mistake. One such expert is Dr. Jer-
ome Wiesner, of the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology and formerly a
Special Assistant to the President for

. Science and Technology, and a member

of the President’s Science Advisory Com-
mittee and a consulant to the Defense
Department.

In a recent article in Look magazine,
Dr. Wiesner states flatly that he does
not think that we should deploy an anti-

Vmissile defense at ti-‘s time.

Dr. Wiesner outlines the technical,
psychological, and political reasons
which have lead him to his conclusion.
He makes a most persuasive and inter-
esting case.

T would like, in the interest of height-
ened public debate, to insert in the Rec-
orp the article by Dr. Wiesner and to
urge my colleagues and the readers of the
RECORD to take the time to read this piece
on this most vital subject by this most
distinguished man:

TiE CASE AGAINST AN ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE
SYSTEM )

(By Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, provost, Massa-

chusetts Institute of Technology; Special

Assistant to the President for Science and

Technology, 1061-64; longtime member,

President’s Sclence Advisory Committee

and consultant to the Department of De-

fense on military technology)

When China exploded a hydrogen bomb,
waves of concern spread around the world.
Renewed calls were raised in the United
States for a defense that would protect us
from Chinese nuclear ballistic missiles. These
calls have now been heeded by President
Johnson. Scientists agree that neither the
United States nor the Soviet Union can pro-
tect itself completely from a nuclear attack
by the other. But as long as Communist
China’s primitive missile force is very small,
some protection can be achieved—and this
is what the President has decided to buy.
Because he couldn't persuade the Russlans
to consider limitations on missile defenses,
the President has now ordered the building
of a “thin” defensive system to protect us
from the Chinese. The logic of the Presi-
dent’s decisiol seems mighty tortured.

The word in Washington is that President
Johnson was forced to bend under the pres-
sure of the military, congressional and In-
dustrial sponsors of the antiballistic-missile
system. Enormous pressure certainly existed,
but such pressure on a President to build &
missile-defense system is not new. Both
President Eisenhower and President Ken-
nedy were exposed to it. One of the most dif-
ficult decisions Presldent Kennedy had to
make concerned the Nike-Zeus missile~-de-
fense system. The pressures on him were
tremendous, but after long, careful study, he
declded, on technical grounds, not to build
the Nike-Zeus, Today, we know that to have
built that system would have wasted be-
tween $20 and $30 billlon, It would have
been already obsolete. I am certain that the
system we are now planning will be regarded
as ineffectlve before it 1s installed.

Secretary of Defense McNamara estimates
that the United States could build an ABM
gystem (for between $3 and $6 billion) that
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would provide a reasonably effective defense
againgt Chinese ballistic missiles—for 10 to

"15 years. But he concedes that such a system

would do us little good against an attack by
the Russians. Even if the thin ABM system is
as effective as the Secretary of Defense says—
and I strongly question this—should we take
the portentous step of deploying an ABM sys-
tem for protection agalnst Red China? I
think we should not. .

In his long statement announcing the
President’s decision to build an anti-Chinese
ABM system, Secretary McNamara concludes
that the arguments marginally support its
construction. This is obviously a matter of
judgment. I think the arguments are over-
whelmingly against building it. In fact, I be-
lieve that this decision could be as wrong
and have as serlous domestic and interna-
tional consequences as the disastrous conclu-
glon six years ago that a few military ad-~

visers and some weapons would lead to an .t

early victory for South Vietnam’s forces.

In the late 1950’s, the United States first
began to examine the problem of defense
agalnst ballistic missiles. At that time, the
only useful concept involved low-altitude
interceptor missiles armed with nuclear
weapons. The .idea was that radars would

track an incoming enemy missile and guide

“our “antimissile missile” near enough so
that the nuclear warhead, exploded at the
right time, would destroy the enemy missile.
One defensive rocket would be fired against
each incoming object. But an enemy could
easily confuse the radars—by including
alopg with the real nuclear warheads high-
altitude “decoys,” such as lightwelght metal-
lic balloons. Since decoys break up or slow
down when they hit the earth’s atmosphere,
we hoped that by walting, we could pick
out the real warheads and launch a defen-
slve attack. The antimissile missiles would
have to be placed near each city to be de-
fended, and the tremendous heat and blast
caused by the explosion of the defensive
warheads, low over the cities, could inflict
terrible civilian casualtles. It was possible

 that such a defensive system would do as

much damage as enemy warheads. The Nike-
Zeus plans, therefore, included a major fall-
out-shelter program .

During the past two years, it has appeared
feasible to build high-altitude defensive mis-
siles for use against small-scale attacks. The
nuclear warheads on the high-altitude mis-
siles would be exploded far out in space—
in an attempt to destroy both the decoys
and the real enemy warheads. In this way,
some defense of a much wider region, far-
ther from each antimissile site, would be
possible. The proposal is that, with enough
sites, the entire United States can be pro-
tected. But this will not work if an attacker
staggers his decoys and warheads In time
and spreads. them over a large area, or pre-
cedes them by a nuclear’ explosion of his
own to “black out” our defending radars.
High-altitude defense represents an im-
proved approach to the problem of defense
against ballistic missiles, but it is by no
means a solution.

The basic technical fact about an ABM
defense s that a sophisticated opponent can
overcome any defense currently possible.
Offense has all of the advantages; any de-
fense system can be overpowered.

Today, the nuclear powers rely on the de-
terrent effect of thelr offensive missiles to
keep the peace. A powerful incentive, there-
fore, exists for either side to increase its of-
fensive-missile forces the moment the other
starts to build an ABM system.

The Russlians appear bto be building a
simple ABM defense around Moscow, and
possibly other areas, though it is yet unclear
that they have declded on a full-seale, anti-
missile defense system. In response, the
United States has taken steps to add decoys
and multiple warheads to its own offensive-
misslle force. These actions on our part are
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still quite limited, but the steps we have al-
ready taken, especially the introduction of
multiple warheads on each missile to over-
whelm possible Soviet defenses, will greatly
increase the number ‘of missile warheads in
our inventory. The Russians appear to have
been taking similar steps in anticipation of
a T.S. decision to build an ABM system. An
ABM system in the U.S. will stimulate the
Soviets to increase the number of their of-
fensive warheads. .

The United States is earnestly seeking some
agreement with the Soviet Union to limit
the deployment of ABM systems and missiles,
in order to forestall a new spiral in the arms
race. Unofficial conversations have been held
with individual Russians, but we have not
succeeded in getting discussions started at an
official government level. In Glassboro, Presi-
dent Johnson repeated to Mr. Kosygin our
willilngness to explore the problem. The
Soviet Union does not seem ready to discuss
such questions—yet. Bubt there is no mneed
for us to rush into an ABM deployment,’

There is little relation between a Russlan
decislon to deploy an ABM system (1f, indeed,
they have made a decision for more than an
experimental system) and such a decision
here, Our securlty would be seriously en-
dangered if the Russlans installed an effec-
tive ABM defense that could prevent our
missile force from reaching their territory
and if they simultaneously developed an
effective defense against our Strategic Air
Force bombers—somiething they have not
‘been. able to do so far. Since it is obvious
folly for us to builld a defense against missiles
while we also are so vulnerable to a bomber
attack, the Pentagon has quietly decided to
spend four billion more dollars improving our
air-defense system.

I do not beliéve that a really effective antl-
missile system is remotely possible for either
the U.S. or the Russians. And even if the
Russians could develop one, and a truly ef-
fective defense against our SAC bombers as
well, our installing an ABM system would not
restore our powers of deterrence. Only im-
provements in our own offensive-missile
force, including ‘‘penetration alds” such as
decoys and electronic Jammers to ensure that
our missiles could get through the Russian
defense, could achieve this. This is our De-
fense Department’s basic strategy.

The United States has embarked on a large,
expensive program of outftting ballistic
missiles with multiple warheads and other

. devices to penetrate Russian defenses. We

have also started a $2 billion program to
replace our submarine-based Polaris mls-
siles with the larger Poseidon missiles, which
can carry mote and better penetration alds.
As long as we continue to improve our mis-
sile forces and maintain our B-52 bomber
force, our deterrent power will remalin effec-
tive. An ABM system 1s not required to pre~
serve the power and the effectiveness of our
deterrents.

We should build an ABM system only if 1t
glves us greater security. And in deciding
this, we must assume that the Russlans will
respond to our ABM system by upgrading
and enlarging their missile force—just as we
are doing in response to their ABM activities.
If the Russlans were to do. this, an American
ABM system would leave us with less security
and more vulnerable to destruction.

Secretary MecNambara and many propon-
ents of an ABM system concede that an
anti-Soviet ABM defense would not be worth
the huge expense, because the Russians could
nullify 1ts effectiveness at considerably
lower cost to themselves. So the proponents
now argue: We can at least provide our-
selves with protection agalnst Red China at
a more modest cost and without starting a
new Russian-American arms spiral, Is this
s0? Again, I think not. .

An ABM system would grant us some pro-
tection against China’s missiles during the
early years of its missile buildup; but this
protection would not be complete, and 1t
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would be short-lived, certainly, much shorter
than 15 years, Once the Chinese can build
intercontinental missiles, the cost to them
of producing additional missiles would be
relatively small (perhaps $5 to $10 million
per missile). Within a short time, they would
have enough missiles (say, 50 to 100 to
penetrate our “anti-Chinese” ABM system.

The Chinese would certainly build pene-
tration aids into thelr missile force. The
techniques of designing such aids are neither
highly complex nor exceedingly costly (one
can learn all about them In American aero-
space journals). I do not believe, therefore,
that an ABM system will give us either com-
plete or lasting protection agalnst Chinese
missiles. T am convinced we must rely instead
on the offensive deterrent, as we must with
the Russiang: that is, we must rely on ocur
known ability to retaliate devastatingly in
case of a nuclear attack, Ten percent of our
SAC bomber force could kill 300 million
Chinese.

. I am very skeptical that any ABM system
based on the present approach will ever work
at its calculated effectiveness. No one has
ever succeeded in developing an antialrcraft
defense that is as much. as ten percent effec~
tive (three percent is a more common actual
effectiveness). An ABM systent that was only
this effective. would be almost worthless.

. Bven if an ABM system were as much as 90

percent effective, 1t could still not prevent an
opponent from Inflicting millions of fatal-
ities on us.

Besides, whenever an ABM system might be
instalied, how could a realistic test be made?
We could not fire misstles at it (1t would be
located. within +the continental TUnited
states), and from hard experience during
World War II, we know that far simpler de-
vices (such as submarine torpedoes) fail to
work the first time. I realize that a model
system 1s belng tested on Kwajalein, but
these tests are under laboratory conditions
and cannot simulate a nationwide installa-
tion manned by GI's and technicians. Even
if we were willing to fire missiles at the sys-
tem, the test would not be completely realis-
tic, for we would be testing against our mis-
slles, not enemy warheads. Few competent
people expect the extremely complex ABM
system to work the first time: yet it must
to have any effect!

There will always remaln a big chance
that even If the .system is working as
designed, 1t will not intercept all of the enemy
missiles. They will obviously know how our
ABM system works; we will know little about
thelr 6ffensive weapons. Imagine the advan-
tage a football teamn would have If it knew
precisely its opponents’ defense on every play.
Remember that if ‘a single enemy nuclear
weapon leaks through the defense to a clty,
the city will be destroyed.

Besides, the Chinese could bypass our ABM
system completely—elther with low-altitude
misgsiles launched from submearines or with
aircraft, which, surprisingly enough, are more
difficult to intercept than Intercontinental
ballistic missiles because they come 1In at
relatively low altitude and do not follow
predictable projectorles the way a missile
does. We simply cannot rely upon an ABM
system to give us a sure defense against a
Chinese attack. .

Many people also fear that the deterrent
power on which we rely against the Soviet
Union will not he effective against China. The
exceptional anxlety expressed each time the
Chinese carry out & nuclear test seems re-
lated not to their military potential but to
our view of them as irrational or unstable.
This anxlety rises more from Chinese rhetoric
than Chinese actions. Although the words of
China’s leaders have been inflammatoty in
the extreme, in action, they have been ex-
ceedingly cautious.

China’s actual military capacity is, most
likely for decades to come, hardly comparable
to that of either the United States or the
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Soviet Union. The Chinese have an extremely
Hmited industrial capacity (until now, they
have produced no aircraft of their ownl).
They also lack the broad base of technically
trained manpower that is absolutely neces-
sary for a modern military establishment.
Nonetheless, they have made remarkable
progress in developing nuclear weaponry.
they took less time than any of the other
nuclear powers to carry out a thermonuclear
explosion. In this, they received conslderable
help from the Soviet Union, in the late 1950’s,
as well as a good deal of technological In-
formation from open sources and their own
intelligence network. And they do appear to
be making progress on missiles capable of
cdrrying nuclear weapons. Apparently, they
launched one of their nuclear weapons on a
short-range missile. Though we have no evi-
dence of a Chinese long-range ballistic mis-
sile, we know that their resources are ade-
quate to develop one and, I believe, produce
it in. moderate numbers (100-200) in less
than a decade. :

During the late 1950’s, many statements by
Chinese leaders minimized the importance of
nuclear weapons, arguing that they did not
really change the relative power balance, We
heard boasts that China alone among the
great powers would be able to survive a
nuclear war. All this has changed. The
Chinese now renounce any intention of being
the first to use their nuclear weapons, and
they show every sign of a growing sophistica-
tion In nuclear matter, which is to be ex-
pected as they acquire knowledge of the ter-
rible effects of nuclear explosions.

It is China’s neighbors, not we, who would
be most directly threatened by any Chinese
missile force, and an ABM system in the U.S.
would be of little help to them. We could not
deploy an ABM system in India and Japan;
they are too close to China to permit the sys-
tem to work effectively. What, then, must the
leaders and people of Japan and India think
as we make plans to hide under an ABM
umbrella while they have no way to defend
themselves? If the Unlted States is so fear-
ful of China that it must create an ABM
defense, should not Japan and India con-
clude that it 1s time for them to make their
peace with the Chinese? There 1s no easier
way for us to build up China in Asian eyes.
No Asian can afford to believe that we are
prepared to lose New York to counter a Chi-
nese nuclear attack. against them. Some
Indian officlals are already asking for a mis-
sile-defense system. o

Can we build a limited ABM system to
protect us against China without stimulating
the Soviet Union to respond with an offen-
sive-force buildup of its own? I think not.
Just as we are enlarging our missile forces be-
cause we cannot walt to see whether the
Soviet Union is building a limited or an ex-
tensive ABM system, so the Russiana could
not wait to see whether our system would be
8 limited one before embarking on an offen-
sive-missile buildup. Even if, as the Pres]-
dent proposes, we build a thin ABM system,
1t would be unlikely to remain small; pres-
sures from the military and industrial estab-
lishment to improve—and expand—it would
be irresistible, Most military planhers expect
the system to expand rapidly, and in fact do
not consider the initial system to be of much
use, This is the reality of the President’s de-
cision. I am convinced that once we decide to
take the ABM route, we cannot avold an en-
larged arms race.

Three other consequences of the Presi-
dent’s decision are not generally appreciated.
First, an expanded ABM system will be
needed eventually to cope with decoys and
multiple warheads. It will almost certalnly
ralge the issue of fallout shelters to protect
the population both fom Russian nuclear
weapons and our own protective system.

Secondly, no one has bothered to mention
the several hundred million dollars a year
that it will cost to maintaln and operate even
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this thin system or the billions of dollars
it would take to run the final one.

Finally, our only substantial arms limita-
tlon accomplishment, the Hmited test ban
treaty, is likely to be a victim of this step-up
in the arms race. The developers of the ABM
system will soon be telling us that they can-

- not assure its effectiveness without nuclear
tests ir the atmosBhere. The pressure on the

President to renounce the treaty in the in-
terest of national security and protecting our
multi-billion-dollar investment will be over-
whelming, .

The United States and Russia are learning
to work together to create a more rational
world order. Gone are those deep fears of
& surprise attack that dominated the 1950's.
The best hope for the future lies in Joint
efforts by the Soviet Union and the United
States to eliminate the arms race. Such
efforts will be impossible if each side is forced
‘o offset the defensive and offensive buildup
of the other.

Under the present circumstances, we are
going to have to accept and live with a “de-
terrent balance.” We have done it with the
Russlans. We will have to with the Chinese,
There just is no way to avoild this; there is
no magical or technical escape from the di-
lemmas of the nuclear age through defense.
A sensible course would be to reduce greatly
the offensive-missile forces on both sides,
achieving the deterrence with much less dan-
ger to all of us. . :

Like most other scientists who have studieqd
its problems, I am convinced that much mu-
tually coordinated disarmament 13 tech-
nically achievable with considerably less risk,
effort and cost than is involved in our cur-
rent deterrent position. The blocks to dis-
armament - are political and psychologlical,
not technical, Unfortunately, disarmament
has no effective political support, no vested
interests backing it, and no power Base in
the Government bureaucracy or in the Con-
gress. Some of the same senators who have
been pressing the President to spend tens
of billions of dollars on defense against a
mlssile attack have consistently tried to cut
the tiny budget of the Arms Control and
‘Disarmament ‘Agency, Substantial balanced
disarmament is sehsible, safe and technically
achievable, and even partial disarmament
would release many tens of billions of dol-~
lars for comstructive uses. But it Is not
coming very fast. Until statesmen take dige
armament efforts serlously and fashion Inter-
national securlty arrangements more appro-
priate to nuclear age we all live in, the best
we can hope for is an Increasingly night-
marish peace insured by only a balance of
terror,

A real defense againsg nuclear-armed mis-
siles is a mirage. Our only real security les
in peace itself, Nuclear weapons are just too
botent for effective defense. The best defense
is to prevent a nuclear war,

——

(Mr. COHELAN (at the request of Mr,
ConNYERS) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.) -

[Mr. COHELAN'’S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

B —

(Mr. COHELAN (at the request of Mr.
CONYERS) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-

- ter.)

[Mr. COHELAN’S remarks will appear

‘ hereafter in the Appendix.]

A — .

(Mr. PURCELL (at the request of Mr.
CoNYERS) was granted bermission to ex-
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tend his remarks at this point In the
REcorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

[Mr. PURCELL’S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

(Mr. PURCELL (at the request of Mr,
CoNYERS) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

[Mr, PURCELL'S remarks will appear

- hereafter in the Appendix.]

DOMESTIC SPENDING CUTS

(Mr. ADAMS (at the request of Mr.
ConNYERS) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and to include extraneous
matter.) )

Mr. ADAMS. Mr, Speaker, in a year of
national doubt and frustration, few ac-
colades have been wasted on the U.s.
Congress. The 90th Congress in fact has
been subject to heavy shelling not only
from the far left and right, but also from
worried citizens in the mainstream who
quite reasonably want action from their
representatives on our torturous urban
problems and the enigmatic and costly
Vietnam conflict, Indeed, it is difficult
for them to understand why in this try-
ing period Congress carries on with
“business as usual,” seemingly unable to
deal with the domestic and international
crises which face the Nation. Why? Con-

e

‘sider the facts.

The first hard fact is that in the 90th
Congress the Democratic majority is a
fiction. Unlike the 89th which broduced
medicare, Federal aid to education, and
nearly a score of other vital social pro-
grams, this Congress is once again domi-
nated by the Southern Democratic-Re-~
bublican alliance Wwhich historically has
stymied urban legislation,

For example, the conservative coali-
tion recently found it necessary to make
substantial cuts in the budget of the De-
bartment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. During the same year the same
House of Representatives increased funds
for cotton.payments and subsidies by
some $500 million, and the Commodity
Credit Corporation’s budget items were
increased by nearly $1 billion. The
lamentable fact here demonstrated is
that in 1967 when more than 70 percent
of the Ameriean people live in cities,
spending on rural programs enjoys the
highest congressional priority.

Mr. Speaker, the first hard fact sug-
gests a second. It is that in the House,
traditional programs such as agriculture
and public works are supported by ma-
Jorities built into the committees con-
trolling them, whereas the new urban
brograms are not. In other words, each
committee of Congress tends to protect

. and perpetuate its own programs. In the

older and more powerful commitiees,
continued support is assured by appoint-
ing sympathetic members to fill vacan-
cies. The same does not hold true for
committees which deal with new urban
broblems and are less a part of the estab-
lishment,

These hard facts have become insur-'

mountable problems in the - context of

- .
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this year’s budget. The Vietnam war i
costing nearly $30 billion per year over
and above the regular defense budget. It
is creating an enormous deficit which
makes money scarce for all other pro-
grams. With the conservatives in contro)
of the House and old-fashioned estab-
lished programs enjoylng built-in sup-
port, the new programs designed to cope
with the problems of modern America,
have become primary targets for the
budgetary ax.

What is evident to many Americans is
that Congress does not have a valid set
of spending priorities. We are going to
have to develop a true set of priorities to
rpeet the challenges of today,

Mr. Speaker, the opponents of the Fed-
eral domestic program have made a prac-
tice of building a high cost fisure for
“domestic spending” by lumping in many
ftems not- truly classifiable as “domes-
tic.” For the sake of strengthening their
arguments about high “domestic spend-
ing,” they will include veterans’ bene-
fits, the space program, foreign aid,
atomic energy, and interest on the na-
tional debt—which is almost 100 percent,
due to budget deficits caused by high
levels of defense spending. Under this,
only the Department of Defense and
Vietnam spending is classed as nondo-
mestic. However, when actual budget
cutting is carried out, most of the above
“programs” are excluded from the cuts.

For example, the fiscal 1968 spending
for defense purposes includes the $69.936
billion in the Defense appropriation bill
and $2.093 billion in the military con-
struction appropriation bill, If we add in
$2.509 billion for atomic energy purposes
from the public- works-atomic energy ap-
bropriation bill, we reach a total of
$74.539 billiont. If we then add in the $6.1
billion for veterans' benefits—to pay our
debt to the ex-servicemen from past and
bresent wars—plus $14.1 bililon interest
on the national debt, plus $4.59 billion for
the space program, plus about $3.5 bil-
lion for foreign aid and operation of the
State Department and U.S. Information
Agency, we reach a total of about $103
billion in items which are not touched,

The fiscal 1968 budget total will be
about $133 billion, and after excluding
theabove listed $103 billion we have left
only $30 billion, or 22 bercent, in the
“domestic” category to be cut. In the
HEW and HUD budgets, for example, the
administration reduced the budget be-
low the 89th Congress authorizations
and the House further cut this so $4.265
billion, or a reduction of 23 percent, oc-
curred early in the consideration of these
items. Further cuts are now proposed in -
this limited $30 billion ares in programs
where the Nation can least afford to cut
any more—Irom urban ‘programs of all
types—education, conservation, and even
from health programs.

All of this, Mr. Speaker, is being done
despite our ever-growing population and
its rapid concentration in the cities. It
is evident to me and to many other
Americans that the Congress does not
have a mode‘rn, valid set of spending
priorities. We must face the true reali~
ties of our budget and develop a set of
briorities to meet today’s conditions—
and tomorrow’s. If spending is to be cut,
the whole budget must be examined, be-
cause major savings cannot be made by
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